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AN UNUSUAL TRICONCHAL CHURCH IN THE
VICINITY OF SVRLIJIG (“MANASTIRISTE SVETE PETKE
RUSALNE”):ORIGINAL FORM, ARCHITECTURAL
ANALOGIES, AND POTENTIAL DATE OF
CONSTRUCTION:!

ManastiriSte Svete Petke Rusalne is located between the villages of Ribare
and Purinac, southeast of the present-day town of Svrljig in east Serbia. The
two villages are nested on the northern slopes of the Svrljiske Planine range,
on the southern fringes of the Svrljiski Timok river valley. The site features
architectural remains — mostly foundations and lower zones of walls — indicat-
ing that they belonged to a church with an untypical and very interesting plan:
most likely a triconch inscribed within the perimeter wall masses, which are
flat to the exterior (fig. 1). This inspired the present study of the church, which
primarily aims at establishing the building’s original form and date of construc-
tion. The starting point is an analysis of preserved and reasonably assumed ar-
chitectural elements, which are compared with medieval churches of similar
plans or spatial organization in Serbia and a wider Balkan region. This helps in
reconstructing the architectural form to some extent and the employed design

I This paper represents a shorter and revised version of a study written in conjunc-
tion with the Project for the Reconstruction of the Church of St. Petka Rusalna. The study
and the Project were submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of ar-
chitect-conservator at the State Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments of Serbia,
where they were presented and defended on June 4, 2003. The materials and results pertain-
ing to the study of this church have been presented at scholarly meetings on two occasions:
in November 2006, at the 38th National Convention of the American Association for the Ad-
vancement of Slavic Studies, Washington DC — in the session “The Church and Ecclesiastical
Objects in Medieval Serbia,” organized by Ljubica Popovich and Jelena Bogdanovi¢ — and in
June 2018, at the Conference “Ni$ and Byzantium 177, Ni$. I am grateful for all comments
and suggestions I received at both gatherings, particularly those by Jelena Bogdanovié, Svet-
lana Popovi¢, and Ida Sinkevi¢ at the former, and by Ivan Vasilev and Vassil Tenekedjiev at
the latter. They helped me in revising the original paper and reinforcing arguments for the
presumable dating of the church. I also thank Vladimir Bozinovi¢, who was a constructive
interlocutor during the final stage in writing of this paper at the Research Center for Anatolian
Civilizations (ANAMED) of Kog¢ University, Istanbul.
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Fig. 1. Manastiriste Svete Petke Rusalne, remains of the church, ground plan (drawing:
author; archives of the Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments, Ni§)

Cn. 1. Manactupumre Csete [letke Pycanne, ocranu npkse, ocHOBa (IPTEX ayTopa;
JOKyMEHTaIHja 3aBo/ia 3a 3alITHTY CIIOMEHHKa Kyatype Hur)

concept, as well as understanding how certain parts of the church may have
been used. Moreover, the comparative examples and the available information
on medieval Svrljig and its environs enable a proposal of the time of construc-
tion, since the exact date can be established only after necessary systematic
archaeological excavations, which are yet to be undertaken.

Description of the Remains

Manastiriste Svete Petke Rusalne — located about 1-2 km southwest of
Ribare — consists of architectural remains, situated on a clearing in the mountain
at the edge of a picturesque ravine with a stream (figs. 2, 3). The location is at
some distance from the Timok river valley and hidden from it. According to the
name given by the locals to this site — Manastiri§te, which means “the site of a
former monastery” — one can assume that a monastic complex once stood here.
This assumption can explain the choice of location for the church, isolated from
the valley and the road, which was active in both Late Antique and medieval pe-
riods.2 Sv. Petka Rusalna in the dedication does not refer to an actual saint. The

2 For a more detailed description of this site’s location and a short expositions
of other archeological sites in the immediate vicinity, see H. CrankoBuh, Ocmayu ypkee
Heobuune ocnose koo Cepmuca (Manacmupuwme Ceeme I[lemxe Pycanne), ImacHuk
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Fig. 2. Remains of the church from northeast (photo: J. Surdilovi¢, 2002; archives of the
Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments, Nis)

Ca. 2. Ocranu 1pkBe ca ceBepouctoka (doto: J. lllypaunosuh, 2002.; nokymeHTaIwja
3aBoza 3a 3alITUTY CIOMEHUKA KyaType Humr)

name is a personification of the holiday of “Rusalni petak” or “Blagi petak”, the
first Friday after the feast of Pentecost, which is celebrated annually in Ribare
and Purinac, with a little probability that it is related to the original dedication.3
Only the latter of these two villages is mentioned in sparse written records, in
the cumulative defter (Ottoman tax register) of 1466 and in the general defter of
1478-81 for the Sancak of Vidin.4 However, none of these documents supplies

Cprckor apxeonomkor apymrsa 36 (beorpax 2020) — forthcoming. This report has been
submitted and accepted for publication prior to the present paper, but — due to technical prob-
lems — instead of being published in the journal’s volume 35 (2019), as originally scheduled,
has been moved to the volume 36 (2020).

3 First Friday after the Pentecost is when the litije (festal religious procession) in
Ribare take place. The /itije in Purinac are performed on the feast of St. Mark the Evangelist
(April 25/May 8), which used to be celebrated in Ribare alike in the past (according to the
Miloji¢ family from Ribare; I thank Igor Miloji¢ for acquiring this information and sharing
it with me). It appears that St. Mark enjoyed a special reverence in this part of the Svrljig
region, judging from a small church in the village of Beloinje being dedicated to him as well
(see ibid., n. 13). It is actually possible that our church was originally dedicated to St. Mark
and that the memory of this was preserved through the devotion to him, manifested in these
instances.

4 J1. Bojanuh, @paemenmu jeonoe 30uproe u jeonoe onwupnoz nonuca Buouncroe
canpaxa uz opyze nonogune XV eexa, Miscellanea 2 (beorpan 1973), 64-65 (rendered as
Dzurince and recorded as a part of the fimar of Ahiya, dizdar [castle warden] of the fort of
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Fig. 3. Remains of the church from southwest (photo: J. Surdilovié, 2002; archives of the
Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments, Nis)

Cx. 3. Ocrauu upkse ¢ jyroszanaza (¢poro: J. lllypaunosuh, 2002.; nokymeHranyja 3aBojaa
3a 3aIlTUTY CIIOMEHUKa Kyarype Hur)

Fig. 4. Remains of the church from east (photo: J. Surdilovi¢, 2002; archives of the Institute
for the Protection of Cultural Monuments, Nis)

Cn. 4. Ocrauu upkse ¢ uctoka (doro: J. lllyprunosuh, 2002.; nokymeHTairja 3aBosa 3a
3aIITUTY CIIOMEHHKA Kyntype Huur)




Huuwt u Buzaniuiuja XVII 219

Fig. 5. Remnants of mortar-filled joints and horizontal lines drawn in fresh mortar on the
outer face of the central apse (photo: J. Surdilovié¢, 2002; archives of the Institute for the
Protection of Cultural Monuments, Ni§) and of the north wall (photo: author, 2006)

Cn. 5. Ocranum gepcoBama Ha CIIOJbAIIb0] CTPAaHH CpeAnlIke ancuae (Gpoto: J.
lypnunosuh, 2002.; nokyMeHTaMja 3aBo/a 3a 3alUTHTY CIIOMEHHKa KyaType Hur) u
cesepHor 3ua (poto: aytop, 2006.)

Fig. 6. Pieces of worked tufa stone found in the rubble: A — cut in the form of an arch, and
B — wedge-shaped (photo: author, 2006.)

Ca. 6. Komaau oOpalene cure nponaljenn y mryty: A — Iy4Ho 3acedeH u B — knmHacTo
o6nukoBaH (doro: aytop, 2006.)

information on a church, church ruins, or priests in Purinac.5 This suggests
that, by this time, our church was out of function and most probably had already
been ruined.

Banja) and 131-132 (rendered as Purci, the has of the za im of Svrljig).

5 The defier of 1478-81 provides information on Priest Radivoj in Gulijan, Priest
Radoslav in Okruglica, and Dusa, son of a priest, in Peri$ (ibid., 133, 142, 121, respectively),
implying that these or some other neighbouring villages had active churches.
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Fig. 7. Ground plan of the church (current state), analysis of geometry and ratios
(drawing: author)
Cn. 7. OcHOBa IIPKBE (3aTEUCHO CTAE), aHAIN3a TEOMETPH]jE 1 MPOTOPIIH]CKUX OJJHOCA
(upTex ayTopa)

Notwithstanding the possibility that here once existed a monastery, today
no other remains but those of the church can be discerned (see figs. 2, 3). The
perimeter walls of the church measure roughly 13.00 m on the longer side and
9.20 m on the shorter one, and they form a rhomboid rather than a rectangle in
plan (see fig. 1).6 Three semicircular apses close the east side of the building.
What has survived is limited to the foundations and lower zones of the walls,
whose height ranges between 30 and 100cm. The state of preservation, which is
overall rather poor (see fig. 3), varies from segment to segment. The inner sides
of the north and south walls are in a particularly bad condition, the middle sec-
tion of the west wall is fully missing — even the foundations cannot be traced at
this part — while the walls of the apses are relatively well preserved (figs. 2, 4).

The church apparently consisted of three main parts: narthex, naos, and
tripartite sanctuary or, rather, three sanctuary rooms, as there is no direct com-
munication between them and the access to each is provided only from the naos
(see fig. 1). The two rooms on the sides are positioned not parallel to the central
one, but at an angle to its axis. On its eastern end, each of the three rooms ter-

6 A tacheometric survey of the remains was conducted by architect Milosav Vukovié
in July 2000. An architectural and photographic survey was undertaken by the Institute for
the Protection of Cultural Monuments in Ni§ on February 26, 2002. The author of the present
study, then an associate of the Institute, produced the architectural drawings, which are also
used here. The photographs are the work of Jovan Surdilovié.
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minates in an apse, which is semicircular both inside and out. The two apses of
the lateral rooms are almost twice smaller than that of the central one. The latter
apse is slightly wider than the central room’s opening towards the naos, which
makes the room horseshoe-shaped in plan.”

Exterior faces of the north and south walls of the church are clearly flat
(see figs. 2, 3). However, in interior, towards the naos, although the faces of
these walls have not survived, changes in width of the masonry suggest not
rectilinear, but rather concave forms (see figs. 3, 1). This indicates the existence
of large semicircular recesses in the masses of the lateral walls, which together
with the main apse of the sanctuary constituted a triconchal arrangement in the
interior of the church (see fig. 7). And the presence of side conches and their
curved walls actually explains the unusual directions of the sanctuary’s flanking
rooms: in order to get the access from the naos, with which they solely com-
municate, exactly through the conches, the two chambers could not be parallel
to the main sanctuary room.

Farther west, masonry masses come out of the lateral walls and establish
a separation between the naos and the narthex. If my reading of the form of
these masses is correct, they enclosed two little chambers north and south of the
narthex, both with semicircular endings to the east. There is no archaeological
evidence for the function of these rooms. Due to the lack of the central segment
of the church’s west wall, it is also not possible to determine the exact position
and dimension of the main entrance.

The wall remnants show that the church was entirely built in stone, using
rough-hewn limestone pieces and mortar. Not too large stone blocks were laid
in relatively regular horizontal courses consisting of nearly same-sized pieces,
probably trimmed on the very site before they were built in. This technique,
as can be seen on the main apse (fig. 4), leaves the impression of a good and
precise masonwork. It seems that the builders intended to provide such an ef-
fect, further emphasizing it by filling in rough joints with mortar and drawing
horizontal lines in it while still fresh, as can be seen on the exterior surfaces of
the main apse (fig. 54) and of the north wall (fig. 5B). In the south sanctuary
room, at the foot of its north wall, there are traces of a reddish plastering, whose
color and structure appear as in a hydraulic mortar.

If one excludes the concrete topping on the wall of the central sanctuary
space (see figs. 2, 3), which provided base for a wooden chapel built in the 20th
century, no distinct building phases are apparent, in other words all parts of the
church were built simultaneously. The north part of the church was grounded
directly on a bedrock (fig. 3). The terrain noticeably descends to the southeast,
which makes a considerable difference between floor levels in the narthex and
the sanctuary (see figs. 2, 4). Pieces of tufa stone can be found in the rubble, but
their present shape cannot affirm that these were used as voussoirs of a vault or
an arch. However, I have found several worked pieces, whose forms suggest
that they may have been used for building the upper, semicircular parts of win-

7 An apse of a similar plan is to be seen in the Crkvina of St. Stephen, in the vi-
cinity of the nearby Svrljiski Grad (Svrljig Castle), which was recorded in 'B. Borkosuh,
Cpeorvegexosnu cnomenuyu ucmoune Cpouje 11, Crapunap 11 (beorpan 1951), 221-244, 235,
fig. 29.
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Fig. 8. Supposed measuring scheme used for laying out the church plan (drawing: author)

Cn. 8. IlpernocraBibeHa cxeMa pa3MepaBama 0CHOBE LPKBE (L[PTEK ayTopa)

dows (fig. 64). Another one, shaped as a wedge (fig. 6B), looks as if purpose-
fully made to be fitted between arched openings of a double-window. No bricks
have been found either in the walls or in the rubble.

Original Planning, Form, and Possible Spatial and Functional Organization

A analysis of the geometry and ratios of the church’s surviving elements
(fig. 7) shows that the central sanctuary room, with its walls, can be inscribed
in a square measuring 4.10 by 4.10m. The center of the square simultaneously
serves as the center of semicircles of the inner and outer faces of the apse. The
square of the same size added to the west determines the central bay of the naos.
This square’s center was most likely the intersection point of the longitudinal
and transversal axes. The latter functioned as the axis of symmetry for two
lateral conches .

The analysis has also yielded the measure of 55cm as being used for di-
mensioning of several elements. Namely, the wall of the narthex is 55cm thick
and both inner and outer dimensions of the main apse contain this measure as
the multiplicand: the inner diameter is 275cm, which is 5 times 55cm, while
the outer one is roughly 412.5cm, which comes from multiplying 55cm by 7.5.
Based on these data, I have made an assumption that the basic unit (M) for lay-
ing out the plan was ca. 27.5cm. Thus the starting square measures 15Mx15M,
inner diameter of the main apse 10M, the narthex wall 2M, etc. (fig. §). Now,
considering the measures of the whole building, it can be assumed that the com-
position of the plan consisted of laying out a rectangle sized 40Mx30M (4:3),
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Fig. 9. Hypothetic reconstruction of the church’s ground plan, two variants
(drawings: author)

Cin. 9. Uneanna peKOHCTpYKIMja OCHOBE LIPKBE, IBE BapyjaHTe (LPTEXHU ayTopa)

to which an apse of 10M was added. After that, “strips” of 2M were attached
along the north, west, and south sides, and of 2.5M in the apse, for the thick-
ness of the walls. However, it is hard to compare the value of 27.5cm with
known medieval measures for length, even with those of the closest one, foot,
which takes between 29.2 and 30.4cm in Serbian medieval monuments,8 while
its value was even greater in Byzantium, from 30.8 to 32.0cm.% Similarly, it is
inexplicable why the plan of the church got slightly skewed, even though the
builders could use the well-known opportunity that the so-called “Egyptian tri-
angle” (3:4:5) provided in laying out a right angle on the ground.10

This analysis of proportions provides parameters for an ideal reconstruc-
tion of the missing architectural elements, both in the plan and in the upper
zones. However, a problem emerges at the very outset: the axis of the sanctuary
does not coincide with the axis of the building. This circumstance allows for
two variants of reconstruction of the plan, depending which of the two axes is
employed (fig. 9). The first variant is geometrically more logical in terms of
interior organization of the naos, but opens the problem of position of the main
entrance to the narthex, which in this organizational scheme does not get the
position in the middle of the west fagade. For that reason, the second variant,
which is based on the combination of two axes, has been adopted as more real-

8 C. M. hupxosuh, Meperse u mepe y cpedrosexosnoj Cpouju, C. M. hupkosuh,
Pabomnuyu, eojruyu, oyxosnuyu: [pywmea cpeorogexosroe bankana, beorpan 1997, 135-
168, 143, based on S. Vasiljevi¢, Nasi stari graditelji i njihova stvaralacka kultura, Zbornik
zastite spomenika kulture 6-7 (Beograd 1955-56), 1-33, and B. Kopah, / paoumemncka wixona
ITlomopja, beorpan 1965, 160-174.

9 E. Schilbach, Pous, The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, ed. A. P. Kazhdan, New
York — Oxford 1991, Vol. 3: 1708. It is yet to be established whether the value of the foot
differed between regions in Byzantium.

10 The presence of a bedrock and the terrain descending to the southeast (see above)
may have been the reason for this.
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Fig. 10. Hypothetic reconstruction of the church, longitudinal section looking north (draw-
ing: author)

Cn. 10. MneanHa peKOHCTPYKIIHja IPKBE, TOAYKHH Ipecek (IPTEK ayTopa)

istic. This variant not only enables the placement of a doorway in the middle
of the west fagade, but more closely corresponds to the forms suggested by the
preserved parts of the building.

The most difficult task is to reconstruct the architectural form of the upper
zones. The question whether a dome existed above the naos is the most impor-
tant. Even though a domed structure is implicated by the presence of a triconch,
the fact that the lateral conches are wider than the eastern one, thus causing the
central bay to be rectangular rather than square in plan, certainly provided a
challenge for the builders. The simplest solution would have been that instead
of a dome there was a longitudinal barrel vault over the nave, all the way from
the apse to the narthex. This tall vaulted nave would be adjoined by the lateral
conches. If their height was the same as that of the nave, they would provide
elements for the formation of a cruciform design in the roof zone. However, if
there was a dome, which seems more likely, its base was either ellipsoid in the
longitudinal direction — following the shape of the central bay — or reduced to a
circle by the use of smaller transversal arches or some other solution (figs. 10,
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Fig. 11. Hypothetic reconstruction of the church: A — axonometric cut-off, B — axonometric
view from southwest, C — axonometric view, variant with a denivelation of roof planes
(drawings: author)

Ci. 11. Uneanna pekOHCTpYyKLHja IPKBe: A — aKCOHOMETPH]jCKH Ipecek, B —

AKCOHOMETPH]CKH IIpHKa3 crojba, C — aKCOHOMETPHU)CKH IIPHKa3 CII0Jba, BapujaHTa ca
JICHUBEIMCAaHUM KPOBHHUM paBHHMA (I[PTEKH ayTOpa)

114).11 In any case, conches joined the central core and contributed to what
probably appeared as a cross-in-square design in exterior (fig. //B). The cru-
ciform structure could have been further accentuated by a denivelation of roof
planes over the narthex (fig. 11C).

One moves further in the field of conjecture when turned to the issue of
the functional organization within the church. The first issue is why do the east-
ern corner chambers have no direct connection with the room between them,
which undoubtedly provided space for the sanctuary? In another words, if these
two functioned as the pastophoria — 1. e. prothesis and diakonikon, which was
the standard solution in the medieval and post-medieval church architecture —
why do not they communicate directly with the sanctuary? If they indeed were
pastophoria, their independent treatment proposes a 6th-century date for the
church, the time when these liturgical rooms migrate from the west end of the
church to its east end, but — retaining the same manner of use within the liturgy —
still do not have immediate communication with the sanctuary.!12 In the follow-
ing centuries, organization of the sanctuary as a group of three physically and
functionally separate rooms, often each featuring an altar, continues to appear

11 An example of a dome formed above a rectangular space, with longer north and
south sides, is offered by the rock-cut, cruciform in plan Chapel 27 in Géreme, Cappadocia
(see note 63 below).

12 On prothesis and diakonikon in Late Antiquity and Early Byzantium, see Y. D.
Varalis, Prothesis and Diakonikon: Searching the Original Concept of the Subsidiary Spaces
of the Byzantine Sanctuary, Hierotopy: Creation of Sacred Spaces in Byzantium and Medi-
eval Russia, ed. Alexei Lidov, Moscow 2006, 282-298 (with older bibliography). On their
form and function in Constantinopolitan churches of the Middle and Late Byzantine periods,
see V. Marinis, Architecture and Ritual in the Churches of Constantinople: Ninth to Fifteenth
Centuries, Cambridge — New York 2014, 30-41.
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Fig. 12. A — Ground plans of some churches of the Morava School: A — Drenca (after B.
Vulovi¢), B — Lesje, C — Petrusa (both after V. Risti¢), D — Lapusnja, and E — Lozica (both
after . Boskovi¢)

Ca. 12. OcHoBe Hekux npkaBa Mopascke mkone: A — JIpenya (mpema b. Bymosuhy), B —
Jlewje, C — Ilerpyma (06e npema B. Puctuhy), D — Jlanyuiwa u E — Jlosuua (06e npema b.
Bomxouhy)

in the ecclesiastic architecture of Armenia and Asia Minor.13 The horseshoe
shape of the central sanctuary space is yet another feature that brings to mind
Armenian and churches in Anatolia (Cappadocia, in particular!4), although it

13 See J.-M. Thierry et al., Armenian Art (trans. C. Dars), New York 1989, esp. 469-
595, 598-600 (for Armenia), and L. Rodley, Cave Monasteries of Byzantine Cappadocia,
Cambridge 1985, 13, 27, 35, 49, 64, 86, 163, 214 (for some examples in Cappadocia); a li-
turgical examination of multiple-sanctuary arrangements in Cappadocian churches is offered
in N. B. Teteriatnikov, The Liturgical Planning of Byzantine Churches in Cappadocia, Roma
1996, 42-55, esp. 51-52, where churches of cruciform plans, conceptually close to the church
in Ribare, are discussed.

14 Cf. M. Restle, Studien zur friihbyzantinischen Architektur Kappadokiens, Wien
1979, Vol. 2, plans 3, 6, 7, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 20, 24, 26, 27, 32, 34, 35, 39, 42, 45, 46, 48, 50,
and 51 (for built churches) and Rodley, op. cit., pp. 27, 35, 49, 58, 64, 86, 96, 146, 163, 190,
194, 203, 208, 214 (for rock-cut churches).
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Fig. 13. A — Krupiste (Kale locality), so-called “Red Church”, ground plan (after B.
Aleksova); B — Kulata (near Petrich), church, ground plan (after N. Chaneva-Dechevska)

Ca. 13. A — Kpynuure (oxkanuter Kane), T38. LlpBeHe 1pkse, ocHoBa (npema b.
AnexcoBoj); B — Kynara (xon [lerpuua), upksa, ocHoBa (npema H. YaneBoj-/leueBckoj)

Fig. 14. A — Church of St. Nicholas in Aulis, ground plan and longitudinal section looking
north (after Ch. Bouras); B — Church of St. Demétrios in Varassova, ground plan (after S.
Cur¢i¢); C — Church at Vineni (near Ohrid), ground plan (after . Jankovi¢)

Cn. 14. A — Lpksa cB. Huxone y Aynunu, ocHOBa U noayxHu npecek (nmpema X. bypacy);
B — Ilpxsa cB. /lumurpuja y Bapacosu, ocHoBa (mpema C. hypunhy); C — Bunenn (kox
Oxpuna), ocHoBa Lpkse (mpema b. Jankosuhy)
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is not exclusive to the architecture of
these regions. These design details
suggest that our church may have
belonged to an enclave of Armenians
or a group of people with architec-
tural and/or liturgical roots in the
eastern parts of Byzantine Empire.15
However, this potential explanation
for the ancestry of the architectural
peculiarities in the church has a
problem: there is no evidence of the
existence of either Armenian or other
ethnic communities in this part of the
Balkans.

And what to say about the
triconchal form of the naos, which
does not conform to the plans of
Early Byzantine churches found on
the territory of Serbia? Inscribing of
a triconch into a rectangular struc-
ture is rather uncommon. Centrally
planned structures, including the
triconchs, are in this period most of-
ten associated with the function of a

martyrium.16 If this was the case in

A our church, the middle room could
Fig. 15. So-called Triconch of Tagar ha.VG offered a cgmplete S.ancm.ary’
(Cappadocia), ground plan and longitudinal le[h the pr othesis and dl.akomkon
section looking north (after S. Kostof) being provided by two niches ac-
Cn 15. Tss. T commodated in the thickness of the

1. 15. T3B. TaapcKu TPUKOHXOC .
(Kananokuja), OCHOBa M TIOyKHH TIPECEK lateral walls (see fig. 1/4). The side

(mpema C. Koctody) rooms then could have been used for
keeping relics or would have had

et o

some other devotional function.

The two rooms flanking the narthex were likewise clearly set aside with
some purpose in mind. They may have served as funerary chambers or small
chapels. In the Middle Byzantine period, a narthex with paired annexes is not
a rare occurance, where the northern annex would serve as a funerary chapel,
intended for burials and memorial services, while the one to the south would
be reserved for a water font, agiasma, where the Great Blessing of the Waters
was performed on Epiphany and the blessed water stored afterwards.17 Similar

15 Further analogies with architectural solutions found in Armenian architecture are
discussed below.

16 M. J. Johnson, Martyrion, The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, ed. A. P. Kazh-
dan, New York — Oxford 1991, Vol. 2: 1308-1309.

17 1. Sinkevi¢, Western Chapels in Middle Byzantine Churches: Meaning and Signifi-
cance, Starinar LII (2002; Beograd 2003): 79-91. Here, one can find many Middle Byzantine
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Fig. 16. A — Kot’avank’ Monastery, ground plan of the church; B — Varagavank’ Monastery,
ground plan of the churches of St. John (north) and St. Sophia (south)
(both plans after J.-M. Thierry et al.)

Cn. 16. A— Manactup KoraBank, ocHoBa 1pkBe; B — Manactup BaparaBank, ocHOBa
1pkasa cB. JoBana u cB. Coduje (06e ocHoe npema XK. M. Tujepujy u ap.)

spatial and liturgical organization of the church’s western part also appears in
Serbian churches of the following centuries.!8 The forms of remaining wall
masses, however, offer some other solutions, as well. Namely, the mass of
masonry in the northern part could have provided a structural frame for a spiral
staircase leading to the second floor (see fig. 9B). On the other hand, the rela-
tively thin wall of the narthex speaks against the existence of an upper storey.
Therefore, if it existed at all, it must have been formed over a wooden floor deck
(see figs. 10, 114). Also, it could have been organized only above the narthex
area (as a katnyovpévelov). However, on its form and function — whether it had
a parekklesion or was a mere gallery — one can only hypothesize.!9

examples, where the funerary character of the northwest chapel and the accommodation of
the Blessing of the Waters in the southwest one are confirmed by wall painting programs, ar-
chaeological findings, and written sources. Chapels flanking the narthex and architecturally
integrated into the body of the church are discussed in S. Curgi¢, Architectural Significance
of Subsidiary Chapels in Middle Byzantine Churches, Journal of the Society of Architec-
tural Historians XXXVI/2 (Chicago 1977), 94-110, 99-105. For the water blessing rites and
their spatial settings, see N. Stankovié, At the Threshold of the Heavens: The Narthex and
Adjacent Spaces in Middle Byzantine Churches of Mount Athos (10th-11th Centuries) — Ar-
chitecture, Function, and Meaning (PhD dissertation, Princeton University, 2017), 220-222,
312-313, 437-439 (with older bibliography).

18 See O. Kandi¢, Fonts for the Blessing of the Waters in Serbian Medieval Churches,
3orpad 27 (beorpax 1998-1999): 61-77; J1. Ilonosuh, Cpncku enadapcku epob y cpeorsem
6exy, beorpan, [Ipumtuna 1992.

19 Architectural and functional aspects of the katechoumeneion in Middle Byzantine
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Fig. 17. Makaravank’ Monastery, ground plan of the church compound (after P. Cuneo)

Ca. 17. Manactup MakapaBaHK, OCHOBa IJpKBeHOT KoMmIuiekca (mpema 1. Kyney)

Comparative Examples and the Date
of Construction

For all these reasons, one has to turn to typologically similar monu-
ments. Analogies can shed more light on the presumable architectural form
of the Ribare church and on the organization of its interior. Also, they provide
the likely timeframe and historical context of the construction. Criteria for the
selection of comparative examples are the reconstructed ground plan of the
church and the spatial and functional elements in the organization of its interior.

The presence of a triconchal layout in a church found on the Serbian soil
directs the search for analogies first to the church architecture of the late 14th
and early 15th centuries, i. e. the so-called Morava School. Several examples
from this period do show certain similarities in plan and treatment of the interior
space, but not in the exterior. The first of these is the church of Drenca (built
in the 1350s; fig. 124),20 whose plan exhibits a few features that are compa-
rable to those at Ribare: horseshoe-shaped béma, the two parabémata laid at

monastic churches, those of Mount Athos in particular, are thoroughly analyzed in Stankovi¢,
At the Threshold of the Heavens ..., 338-385.

20 On the architecture of Drenca, see b. Bymosuh, Ilpo6rem pecmaypayuje

manacmupa /[penue, 300pHUK 3a THKOBHE yMeTHOCcTH Marune cprcke 14 (Hosu Capg 1978):
213-233.
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Fig. 18. A — Ground plan of the church on Biiyiikada; B — Ground plan of the church in
Chersonese
(both after S. Curcic)

Can. 18. A— OcHoga pkse Ha byjykamu; B — OcHoBa 1ipkBe y Xepcony (o6e mpema C.
TRypuuhy)

oblique angles and communicating with the lateral conches’ areas.2l However,
all these are most probably just irregularities in construction of the church that
basically has a cross-in-square plan with two shallow conches added on the
lateral sides. Similarly, the churches in Lesje (1355-60; fig. 12B),22 Petrusa
(1350s or 1360s; fig. 12C),23 Lapusnja (1501; fig. 12D),24 and Lozica (undated,
fig. 12E)25 somewhat resonate with the church at Ribare, to which they are
geographically even closer than the church of Drenca. They all share similar

21 Tt is worth noting that the katholikon of Purdevi Stupovi at Ras (completed in
1170/71) also has the prothesis and diakonikon, or at least their vaults, placed at an angle with
the béma (see J. HemkoBuh, Byphesu Cmynosu y cmapom Pacy: Ilocmanax apxumexmype
ypkee ce. Bopha u cmeaparbe pawkoe muna CROMEHUKA Yy apXUumeKmypu cpeor08eKosHe
Cpbuje, Kpameo 1984, 58-65). However, this is a complex, tripartite sanctuary, which
had become the standard solution by this date, not a set of three separate rooms. Similar
orientations of the pastophoria in both churches were perhaps necessitated by the spatial and
structural solutions applied in the naos: the position of two piers between the naos and the
sanctuary at Purdevi Stupovi and the presence of side conches at Ribare.

22 On the remains of a church in the village of LeSje, see B. Bomkosuh,
Cpeomegexosnu cnomenuyu cesepoucmoune Cpouje, Ctapunap 1 (beorpag 1950): 185-218,
212, fig. 75, b. Kuexeruh, Cpeomwoserosne ypree u manacmupu y oonunu L{pruye, 360pHUK
3a nukoBHe ymerHoctd Marune cprcke 16 (Hosu Cax 1980): 223-259, and B. Puctuh,
Mopascka apxumexmypa, Kpymesan 1996, 219-220.

23 Kuexeswuh, op. cit., 243-245; Puctuh, op. cit., 225.

24 B. KuexeBuh, Manacmup Jlanywrwa, Caommurtema PemyOnudkor 3aBoma 3a
3amrtuty criomennka kynrype XVIII (Beorpax 1986): 83-114; also S. Curéi¢, Architecture
in the Balkans: From Diocletian to Siileyman the Magnificent, New Haven — London 2010,
788-789.

25 Bowkosuh, Cpedresexosnu cnomenuyu cesepoucmoure Cpouje, 207, fig. 69.
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Fig. 19. Panagia tou Skripou, ground plan (after A. Papalexandrou)

Ci. 19. Boropognunna npksa y Ckpurtyy, ocHosa (npema E. ITanmanexcannpy)

dimensions and the way the east corner rooms align with the lateral conches and
open to them.26 However, the rooms in the four churches appear as if merely
attached to the main core, not organically integrated in the overall design, as is
the case at Ribare. Moreover, they all, including the church of Drenca, feature
lateral conches projecting outwards and visible in the exterior, not inscribed
in the masses of the walls and concealed by them. Also, the eastern ends of
these churches have a tripartite arrangement, with the three rooms spatially and
functionally connected, which suggests that they were parts of a single complex
sanctuary space. Evidently, none of the features in these churches is fully com-
parable neither in form, nor in function to the formally similar elements found
in the Ribare church.27 Therefore, the late medieval dating should be dismissed
and one has to look at another period for potential architectural analogies and
for a possible date of construction.

26 An additional point of similarity between Petrusa and Lapusnja, on one side, and
the Ribare church, on the other, is that their sanctuary apses are semicircular to the exterior.

27 The same can be said about the church of St. John the Forerunner (dated to 1263)
on the island of Sveti Ivan near Sozopol, Bulgaria, which also features some similarities, but
only on the formal level: lateral conches contained within the encompassing rectangle of
the church plan, but only partially concealed by wall masses; eastern corner rooms accessed
from the nave (although not through conches), but also from the béma; north and south bays
of the narthex terminate in diminutive sanctuary spaces, accommodated within the masonry
masses (http:/svetimesta.com/Manactupu/Co3ononcku Manactup - Cs. Moan Kpscruren
[accessed on December 27, 2018], with data, bibliography, ground plan, and photographs of
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Churches with triconchal layouts continue to be built in the following
centuries, under the Ottoman rule, and they exhibit various architectural articu-
lations of this design concept. Can, then, they be the architectural and chrono-
logical relatives of the church at Ribare? I think they cannot for two major
reasons. First, the three separate rooms at the eastern end of the Ribare church
do not conform to the developed, tripartite sanctuary space that continues to
be used in the post-medieval period. And second, no triconch church dated to
this period has been recorded with the lateral conches being concealed within
wall masses that have flat faces to the exterior.28 Moreover, the relatively large
size of the Ribare church makes its construction in the mountainous area with
small and poor villages, and on the site that lacks remains of an older Christian
church highly improbable during the Ottoman rule. Judging from the late 15th-
century records and the lack of mention of an ecclesiastic building or clergy in
DPurinac,?% it seems that the church was already in the ruinous condition, prob-
ably for a long time, and that its building date should be looked for in a period
that preceded both of the above-discussed timeframes.

Typologically closer analogies, which almost fully correspond to our
church in both plan and organization of space, one finds in the present-day
Bulgaria and North Macedonia. These are two churches, of virtually the same
plan: a church in the locality of Kale in the village of Krupiste (near Stip),
known as the “Red Church” (fig. 134),30 and a church in the village of Kulata
(near Petrich; fig. 13B)31. Some scholars have regarded the former as a 5th-
6th-century structure,3? while the others are of an opinion that it belongs to the

the remains). I thank Ivan Vasilev for bringing this church to my attention and providing the
reference information.

28 Consult M. Ilynyt, Cpncka apxumexkmypa y 0o6a mypcke enacmu, 1459-1690,
Beorpan 1984, for an overview of the Serbian church architecture from the 15th to the end
of the 17th centuries, and eadem, Cnomenuyu cpnckoe ypreenoz epadumesncmea XVI - XVII
ek, beorpan, Hosu Can, ITpumtuna 1991, for a catalog of churches built in the 16th and 17th
centuries. The only examples that spatially resemble the naos and eastern end of the Ribare
church and similarly have north and south walls flat to the exterior are the monastic churches
of Raca and the Holy Trinity in Ovcar (see llynyt, Cpncka apxumexmypa y 0oba mypcke
enacmu, fig. 25 [4, 5], and Ulynyt, Cromenuyu cpnckoe yprsenoe epadumemncmea, 173-176).

29 See above, notes 3 and 4.

30 B. Anekcora, Kpynuwme, LlImuncko — apxeonowxu ucmpaxcyeéaroa 1975 u 1981
2oouna, 36opauk Ha Apxeonomkuor Mmysej X-XII (Cxomje 1983): 85-100, 93-95; eadem,
Enucxonujama na bpecannuya: IIpe cnosencku ypkogen u KyanmypHo-npoceemen yeHmap 6o
Maxeoonuja, Tpunen 1989, 110-111, figs. 98, 99; 3. bennenoscku, bpecannuuxkuom 6acen 60
pumcKuom u panuom cpeotosexosen nepood, 3oopuuk VI —INocedHo m3nanue, Lltum 1990, 37.

31 H. Yanesa-/leueBcka, Tpukonxainume ywvpreu om IX-XIV 6. no Gwvacapckume
semu, Apxeonorus XII/4 (Codus 1970): 8-21, 14, and eadem, L{vprosnama apxumexmypa
na [Tvpeama 6vreapcka ovpoicasa, Copus 1984, 153-154 (citing A. Munues, Tpurouxanna
yvpkea 6 oxoaHocmume na c. Kynama, Bnazoeszpadcro: Apxeonozcuuecku paskonxku u
npoyuasanus 6 dorunama Ha Cpeona Cmpyma, Togumauk Ha COoQUIACKUS YHUBEPCHUTET,
®unonornuecko-ucropuyecku ¢paxynrer I (Codus 1984), 401-449, which was unavailable
to me).

32 Anexcosa, Kpynuwme ..., 95, and Anekcosa, Enuckonujama na bpeeainuya, 81-
85, 111 (adding here that the church was “renovated” in the 9th-10th century).
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Fig. 20. A — Church of St. Panteleémon at Plao$nik (Ohrid), ground plan of the oldest part;
B — Monastery of St. Hahum (Ohrid Lake), ground plan of the original church of Holy
Archangels; C — Church of St. John in Zaton on Lim, ground plan
Ci. 20. A — Lpksa cB. [TanTenejmona Ha [Tnaomnuky (Oxpuz), OCHOBA HajcTapHjer Jela;
B — Manactup cB. Hayma (Oxpuzcko je3epo), OCHOBa IPBOOHTHE LIPKBE CB. ApXaHTena;
C — lpksa cB. JoBaHa y 3aTony Ha JIumy, ocHOBa

Middle Byzantine period.33 1 would opt for the latter as more probable, as the
church’s spatial organization is more in line with certain design solutions that
emerged in the period.34 The church in Kulata has been dated to the time be-
tween 10th and 12th centuries.35 Although these two churches differ from that
in Ribare in a few details,36 the shared unusual plan of the inscribed triconch
is very striking. Unfortunately, both churches are preserved only in the lower
zones, therefore not much helpful in a trial to visualize the upper parts of our
church. However, it seems almost certain that both churches had domes over
their central bays and cross-in-square shaped roofs,37 thus supporting the pos-
sibility that the same was the case in Ribare, as well. Similarities do not end

33 Either between 7th and 9th centuries (N. Kurtovi¢-Foli¢, Trikonhos — poreklo i
mesto u razvoju arhitektonskih oblika (doktorska teza, Arhitektonski fakultet u Beogradu,
1991), IV-199) or 9th-10th century (Cur¢ié¢, Architecture in the Balkans, 336).

34 Characteristics and some examples of this spatial organization are discussed below.
35 Yanesa-/leueBcka, Tpukonxainume yvpkeu ..., 14.

36 For example, the parabémata of the former two communicate directly with the
central space of the sanctuary, thus suggesting that they may have indeed served as the
pastophoria. Also, the parabemata do not feature apses projecting outwards and the main
apse is three-sided externally rather than semicircular. All these aspects point to a greater
sophistication in design in these two churches, suggesting the involvement of better skilled
building workshops.

37 For the church in Krupiste, Blaga Aleksova assumes that it had also domes over

the corner rooms (AnexcoBa, Kpynuwme ..., 94) — perhaps, on the ground of their square
plans — but, for many reasons, this seems highly improbable.
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here. In regard to the function, the room adjoining the narthex to the north in
the church of Kulata has been identified as a parekklésion and the southern one
encloses a quatrefoil font (see fig. /3B).38 This supports the above-mentioned
thesis that the southwest room in our church could have been used for the instal-
lation of a water receptacle and, thus, provided the venue for the Blessing of the
Waters on Epiphany.

The churches in Kulata and Krupiste have been compared to Armenian
churches of this type (Varagavank’ near Lake Van, for example)39 and particu-
larly with a couple of churches in southern Greece, such as St. Nicholas in
Aulis (Boeotia, middle of the 11th century; fig. 144)40 and St. Démétrios in
Varassova (second half of the 10th or beginning of the 11th century; fig. 14B).41
St. Nicholas has been demolished, but photographs from the 1890s of the still-
standing church show that it was crowned by a dome.#2 St. Démétrios has
survived only partially, but similarly has been reconstructed as a domed struc-
ture.43 The rooms between the arms of the cross have been ascribed with the
function of parekkiésia, without determining the precise aspect of their parec-
clesiastic use.44 Two churches from the Ohrid Lake area roughly dated to the
9th-10th century can be added to these: the church at Gorica, featuring a triconch,
likely inscribed, with rooms extending from the narthex to the east, like in St.
Deémeétrios, and the church at Vineni (fig. /4C), which — unlike St. Démétrios
— has two eastern corner chambers — the north one featuring an entrance from
the north conch, in addition to the connection with the béma — and they are
inscribed in the volume of the building, together with the lateral conches, but
lacks western corner rooms.45 Another church can be called to attention, the

38 Yanesa-/leuercka, [{vprosnama apxumexmypa ..., 153. The presence of the font
has led Neli Chaneva-Dechevska to mark the southern chamber as the baptistery, but the font
was most likely reserved for the water blessing rites instead (cf. above, notes 13 and 14).

39 Cf. Yanesa-JleueBcka, [[vprosnama apxumexkmypa ..., 154, and Kurtovié¢-Foli¢,
op. cit., IV-171, n. 564. Armenian analogies are discussed at a greater detail below.

40 This church was demolished at the beginning of the 20th century. The architectural
documentation, an analysis, and a proposed reconstruction are provided in X. Mmovpac,
2oumAnpwuatird oroiyeio yio. Eva koteapouévo vao e Boiwtiog, Aehtiov g XpioTiovikng
Apyaroroying Etaipeiog 4 (ABnvor 1964-1965): 227-244.

41 A, K. Opravdog, O Ay. Anunztpiog s Bopaoifag, Apysiov tov Bolavivav
pvnueiov g EAAGSog 1 (ABvan 1935), 105-120.

42 Mmovpog, op. cit., plates 43.2 and 44.

43 Ophavdog, op. cit., fig. 3.

44 See Curtié, Architectural Significance of Subsidiary Chapels ..., 99-100, 101-102
(where St. Nicholas is considered a mature version of the church type with four compactly
arranged chapels). As in the churches of Kulata and Krupiste, the apses of the parabémata
are set within the thickness of walls.

45 The plans of these two churches are included in b. Jaukosuh, Cpncro ITomopje 00
7. 00 10. cmoneha, beorpan 2007, fig. 161 (4, 6), with references.
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Fig. 21. A — Ground plan of the church in Teranci (after B. Aleksova); B — Bargala (Goren
Kozjak), church of St. George, ground plan (after B. Aleksova and C. Mango)

A

Cn. 21. A — OcnoBa npkse y Tepannuma (mpema b. AnekcoBoj); B — baprana (I'open
Kozjak), upksa cB. Bopha, ocrosa (npema b. AnekcoBoj u C. Manry)

so-called Triconch of Tagar, in Cappadocia (fig. 15).46 This rock-cut structure
features two rectangular rooms east of the lateral conches and entered solely
through them. The northern one has a shallow apse to the east.47

The comparison with Armenian churches deserves some scrutiny, because
even greater similarities in plan and form exist between the church in Ribare
and a number of Armenian churches. Therefore, despite the lack of evidence
that would relate these geographically very distant monuments, the analogies
should not be overlooked. A few examples are brought up here to illustrate the
application of two most striking features found in our church: a triconch (or,
sometimes, tetraconch) inscribed in a rectangle and rooms flanking the sanctu-
ary accessed only from the naos, through the lateral conches. These are the
churches of the Holy Mother of God at Sewan (874), Kot’avank’ (ca. 890), St.
Gregory of Vanevan Monastery (903), Gndevank’ (936), West C’agac’k’ar (ca.
935), St. John at Varagavank’ (late 10th cent.?), and Holy Apostles in Ani (first
third of the 11th cent.).48 Of these, the closest in plan are Kot’avank’ and St.
John at Varagavank’ (figs. 164, 16B). The only differences are that the plans
of both churches are completely inscribed in rectangles, including the eastern
apses, and the two rooms flanking the sanctuary are parallel to it, not set at an
angle, although they are accessed solely through the lateral conches of the naos.

46 S, Kostof, Caves of God.: Cappadocia and Its Churches, New York 1989, 114-119.

47 This chamber has been identified as the prosthesis (ibid., 119), probably based on
its position north of the sanctuary. However, the lack of communication with the sanctuary
and the considerable size of the chamber suggest that it may have been a liturgically
independent room, a chapel.

48 For the ground plans and brief information on these churches, see J.-M. Thierry
etal., op. cit., 573 (fig. 831, B), 598 (fig. B.a), 586-587 (fig. 866, A), 599 (fig. B.b), loc. cit.,
587-588 (fig. 870, B), 485 (fig. 600), respectively.
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Fig. 22. Ground plans of some cruciform churches on Naxos (after K. Aslanidis): A — Holy
Cross at Kakavas, B — Panagia Damni6tissa, and C — St. John the Theologian at Avlonitsa

Ci. 22. OcHoBe kpcooOpa3Hux npkasa Ha Hakcocy (npema K. Acnanngucy): A — Cs. Kper
y Kakagacy, B — [Tanaruja Jlamanotuca u C — CB. JoBan borocios y ABIOHHITH

Many other Armenian churches — mostly built in the late 12th or first half of the
13th century, with a few exceptions dating from the 10th and 11th century — even
when not employing side conches, but rectangular extensions forming a cross
with the central bays to the east and west, exhibit a similar spatial arrange-
ment, with the eastern corner rooms entered from the north and south arms of
the inscribed cross.49 As illustrative examples, I bring the two main monastic
churches of Makaravank’, the north of them dated to the 10th-11th centuries (?)
and the south one built in 1205 (fig. 17).50 Most of these churches also feature
two chambers or open alcoves on the north and south sides of the western bay
(narthex area).

The transmission of this spatial and design solution from distant Armenia
to our church in the central Balkans could be explained by the potential pres-
ence of a small Armenian community, monastic or lay, and/or the sponsorship
of an Armenian notable. The latter was the case with the now lost church of
Sts. James and Peter, donated by Ladon, son of Babug, in 1218, according to the
founding inscription written in both Church Slavonic and Armenian on a stone
slab, which is now housed in Vitovnica Monastery (near Petrovac na Mlavi,
central eastern Serbia).51 Unfortunately, this church, which was most likely
located not far from Vitovnica,52 has not been preserved and its form is not
known, thus not allowing one to establish whether and how the sponsorship
was manifested in its design. Nonetheless, this case shows that Armenian con-
nections, although extremely rare, were not completely foreign to the central
Balkans.

49 For these, see ibid., 478 (fig. 580, B), 487-488 (fig. 609), 490 (fig. 613, A), 526
(fig. 714), 530-531 (fig. 723), 532 (fig. 726), 536 (fig. 738, B), 553-554 (fig. 775, A), 559 (fig.
793, A), 560 (fig. 795), 567 (fig. 813, A), 568 (church of the Mother of God), 579 (fig. 846),
586 (fig. 863), 587-588 (fig. 870, A), 589 (fig. 875), 600 (fig. B.d).

50 Ibid., 552-553 (fig. 772).

51 B. Kuexesuh, [Tnoua ca 0sojezuunum namnucom uz 1218. 2ooune y Bumosnuyu,
Caonmrrema Perryonmdxor 3aBoia 3a 3amrury criomeHuka kynrype XXIX (beorpax 1997):
47-50 (with older bibliography on the inscription).

52 1In the village of Ranovac, at the locality of Jakovljev manastir (ibid., 47-48).
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Fig. 23. Church at Yagdebas,
Cappadocia, ground plan (after M.
Restle)

Cn. 23. llpksa y Janebaty,
Kananokuja, ocHoBa (mpema M.
Pectrey)

Returning to regions geographically closer than Armenia and other ar-
chitectural analogies, it is worth bringing into discussion churches that, strictly
speaking, do not belong to the type examined here, but which share with it the
same concept of space and internal organization, characteristic for the Middle
Byzantine period. This is the presence of multiple chambers, often serving
as chapels, accommodated between the arms of a cross-shaped nave inscribed
in a rectangular body of the church. Characteristic examples are a church at
Biiyliykada (early 8th century?; fig. 184) and a church in Chersonese (first half
of the 10th century?; fig. 18B),53 which have the two chambers flanking the sanc-
tuary entered only from the naos, as the Ribare church does. Similarly, the two
apsed rooms in the east corners at Panagia tou Skripou (Boeotia, 873/74; fig. 19)
are in fact parekklésia, although they maintain connections with the church’s
sanctuary.54 It is generally accepted that this design concept, which has subsid-
iary chapels integrated in the body of the church building, even though present
in earlier periods, was ultimately defined with the design of the Nea Ekklesia
(“New Church”) in Constantinople, built by Basil I the Macedonian and dedi-
cated in 880/81.55 The prestige of this magnificent edifice caused its emulation
in different variants, larger or smaller, within a short period of time and widely
accross the Empire. The application of similar organization in our church may
explain its compact design and presence of independent liturgical spaces despite
its relatively small scale.

However, the inclusion of eastern corner chambers, especially those ac-
cessed solely from the nave, was not driven by design concerns alone. Several

53 For these two churches, see Curéi¢, Architectural Significance of Subsidiary Cha-
pels ..., 104-105.

54 A. Papalexandrou, The Church of the Virgin of Skripou: Architecture, Sculpture
and Inscriptions in Ninth-Century Byzantium (PhD dissertation, Princeton University, 1998),
esp. 258-298.

55 For the Nea Ekklésia, see N. Stankovié, Nea Ekklesia, online Encyclopaedia of the
Hellenic World, Volume 3: Constantinople (with bibliography) — http://constantinople.ehw.
gr/forms/fLemmaBodyExtended.aspx?lemmalD=12328 (accessed on January 18, 2019).
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Fig. 24. Drawings incised in a stone slab found at the locality of Kale in Krupiste (after
B. Aleksova): A — ground plan of a triconchal church; B — ground plan of a transept with
attached apses

Cn. 24. Lprexu ypezaHn Ha KaMeHO] 1104 HalyeHoj Ha nokanureTy Kane y Kpynumry
(npema b. AnekcoBoj): A — 0CHOBa TPUKOHXAJHE I[PKBE; B — 0CHOBa LIPKBEHOT TpaHCIeTa
ca IpUIPYKESHNM arcugama

contemporaneous churches situated in the central Balkans feature triconchal
plans and notably pronounced niches on the east sides of their lateral conches.
These are the churches of St. Panteleemon in Ohrid (built before 893 by St.
Clement of Ohrid; fig. 204),56 Holy Archangels in the Monastery of St. Nahum
(Ohrid Lake, ca. 900),57 whose foundations also show that the lateral apses
were concealed by the externally flat wall masses (fig. 20B), and St. John in
Zaton on the Lim river (Montenegro, end of the 10th or beginning of the 11th
cent.; fig. 20C).58 Niches are also found in a number of churches of the cru-
ciform plans,59 most of them similarly dated to the 10th-11th century, in the
east walls of their north and south cross arms: Teranci (near Kocani, fig. 214),
Bobosevo,®0 and St. George at Bargala (Goren Kozjak, fig. 2/B)6! in North
Macedonia; St. Peter in Mané (Lakonia, Peloponnese) and St. Basil para tén
Gephyran (Arta) in continental Greece;62 St. Kyriaké at Stavropége, Stavros

56 Curi¢, Architecture in the Balkans, 323-324.
57 Ibid., 324.

58 J. HemkoBuh, I{pxsa Ces. Josana y 3amony na Jlumy, Caonmrema PemyOnudkor
3aBofia 3a 3aIITHUTY crnoMeHHka Kynrype XXXV-XXXVI (beorpan 2003-2004): 61-77; for
the possible date of construction, see ibid., 70.

59 T agree with Slobodan Curéi¢, who sees the “compact triconch”, employed in the
previous three churches, and the “free cross” as functionally interchangeable types (Curgié,
Architecture in the Balkans, 325).

60 The ground plans of these two churches are in AnekcoBa, Enuckonujama Ha
bpecannuya, 316, figs. 16, 18; for various dates ascribed to the former, see ibid., 150, n. 38.

61 The construction date of this church is uncertain; the second of three layers of its
interior wall plastering is dateable to the 13th century (B. Aleksova, C. Mango, Bargala: A
Preliminary Report, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 25 (Washington, DC, 1971): 265-281, 273-
277), which indicates the terminus ante quem. Based on certain archaeological evidence,
AnekcoBa, Enuckonujama na bpezannuya, 147 (n. 14), determines that the church was built
at the end of the 9th or the beginning of the 10th century.

62 For these two churches, see Cur&i¢, Architecture in the Balkans, 325-327 (figs.
350A, 350C, 351).
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(Holy Cross) at Kakavas (fig. 224), Panagia Damniotissa (fig. 22B), and St.
John the Theologian at Avlonitsa on the island of Naxos (fig. 22C);63 and Siit
Kilise and Yagdebas in Cappadocia (fig. 23).64 It is not entirely clear what the
function of these niches was. However, one can argue that these features are not
just a chance occurrence, as they appear with some frequency and consistence,
and that they must have been provisions for certain, now unknown liturgical or
devotional functions. In some cases, the sheer size of the niches and the spaces
in front of them allows the possibility that the naos’s north and south extensions
served as subsidiary chapels, with the niches offering diminutive sanctuaries.6>
In another cases, the niches were likely used for the display of holy relics or
precious icons.%6 By comparing the niches’ position on the eastern sides of
the lateral conches to the two apsed chambers flanking the sanctuary similarly
accessed only from the conches, the situation we have in our church, or from
the cross arms, as in the churches at Biiyiikada and Chersonese, one concludes
that the two chambers likely had the same or similar purpose, i.e. were used as
either subsidiary liturgical spaces (parekkiésia) or depositories of sacred items.
If this indeed was the case, the niches could have represented a reduced version
of the chambers.

Drawings incised on a stone slab, which was found in the western part of
the already discussed church in Krupiste,67 additionally testify to the apparent
importance of these niches. One of the drawings depicts a schematic ground
plan of a triconchal church, with semicircular chambers or niches attached to

63 See K. Achavidng, Bolavtivy vaodouio oty Néco: H petelélaln omd v molaio-
xpiotiovikn ot puecofolovtiviy opyitektoviky (Sdaxtopikn SrorpiPn, [ovemomuio Hoatpdv,
2014), 102-118, drawings 28-32, and plates 34-41 (especially figs. 378, 37y, 39y, 41p, for the
photographs of the niches). The first two of these four churches were built and painted during
the period of Iconoclasm, whereas the other two are dated to the late 10th — early 11th century
(ibid., 103, 107, 112, 117).

64 For these two, see Restle, op. cit., Vol. 1, 84-85 (both churches categorized as
Middle or Late Byzantine), Vol. 2, plans 50, 51, figs. 166, 176 (photographs of the nich-
es); see also W. M. Ramsay, Gertrude L. Bell, The Thousand and One Churches, London
1909, 364-375, figs. 290-297. An 11th-century rock-cut church located also in Cappadocia
(Goreme, Chapel 27) can be added to these. Here, extending from the east sides of its cross
arms, there are even deeper and larger conches that feature diminutive templon screens and
altars attached to the east of their horseshoe-shaped spaces, indicating that they were separate
sanctuaries (see Kostof, op. cit., 109, fig. 15, and Teteriatnikov, op. cit., 51).

65 (f. Curdié, Architecture in the Balkans, 324, who concludes that the function of
niches in triconch churches is “impossible to determine with precision, but they probably had
some sort of liturgical purpose.” On the other hand, the eastern niches in the north and south
arms of the “free cross” churches are seen as a clear indication of the arms’ employment as
subsidiary chapels (ibid., 327, and Achavidng, op. cit., 282-283). See also previous note.

66  According to K. Aslanidis, The Evolution from Early Christian to Middle
Byzantine Church Architecture on the Island of Naxos, Naxos and the Byzantine Aegean:
Insular Responses to Regional Change, eds. J. Crow and D. Hill, Athens 2018: 311-337, 320,
the niches in two unspecified examples appear to have accommodated relics of saints.

67  AnexcoBa, Kpynuwme ..., 96, fig. 21, and AnexcoBa, Enucrxonujama na
bBpeecannuya, 84-85, fig. 100 (here partially reproduced in fig. 24). 1 express my gratitude to
Igor Kuzmanoski, archaeologist at the City Museum of Skopje, who brought this finding to
my attention in summer 2003.
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the lateral conches on their east sides (fig. 244).68 Moreover, in the narthex
zone one can discern something resembling a division into smaller rooms. Is
this the plan of the Krupiste church? Whether it is or not, this drawing defi-
nitely confirms that all these architectural provisions were of great interest to
the draftsman (was this the architect himself?), who did not omit to depict them
all in just a rough sketch of a church. And similar is the case in another drawing
on the same slab (fig. 24B). It appears to be the plan of a church transept with a
semicircular sanctuary and two additional smaller apses, which adjoin the tran-
sept’s arms on the east side. Although the importance of the concave niches in
both cases is evident, the exact purpose and function of the niches or, as in our
case, entire chambers attached to the lateral conches are still to be established.

At the end of the analysis of analogies and based on their dates, I would
propose the time between the 9th and the 12th century as the broad chronologi-
cal frame of the Ribare church’s construction, with the 10th or 11th century as
the most probable date. If the foundation indeed took place in the 11th century,
the church — and, possibly, a monastic complex surrounding it — could likely
have been erected as a product of the renewed Byzantine political, cultural, and
religious presence in the central Balkans brought by the military reconquista of
1018. Even though we do not possess much of information on history of the
region of Svrljig during the long period between the 6th and 12th centuries at
this moment, it seems that it was relatively vibrant, since it was mentioned in a
chrysobull issued by Basil II in 1019.69 It probably remained so at least up to
1183, when the fortified town of Svrljig, together with a number of others on
the east border between Serbia and Byzantium, was attacked and devastated (or
destroyed) in a war campaign lead by Grand Zupan Stefan Nemanja.’0 The 11th
century may have indeed brought the religious renewal to the area. And mo-
nastic communities, particularly those of coenobitic organization — championed
by the Stoudite movement, which was on its peak at the time — may have been
instrumental in this process.”!

68 This drawing is also analyzed by Cur&ié, Architecture in the Balkans, 325, in the
context of a discussion of triconchal churches featuring deep niches attached to their lateral
conches and of the transmission of architectural ideas.

69 This document lists dioceses in the newly-regained territories and grants them
certain rights. The bishopric of Nicog (Ni§) had ZeeAiyofo (Svrljig) included as one of four
urban centers or administrative units, apart from Nisos, within its boundaries (C. Hoakoruh,
Oxpuodcka apxuenuckonuja y nowemxy XI eexa: Xpucosywe yapa Bacunuja II 00 1019. u 1020.
200., I'mac Cpricke kpasbecke akagemuje LXXVI, pyru paspen 46 (beorpax 1908): 1-62, 33).

70 Credan IlpBoBenuanu, Kumuje Ceemoe Cumeona, VII, Cabpana nena, u3.
Jb. Jyxac-T'eopeuescka — T. Josanosuh, beorpan 1999, 38 (original text), 39 (modern Ser-
bian translation). For the date of the campaign, see b. ®epjanuuh, Cmegan Hemarva y
suzanmujckoj nonumuyu opyee nonosure XII sexa, Crepan Hemama — CBetn CumeoH
Mupotounsu: Mcropuja u npename, yp. JoBanka Kanuh, (beorpan 2000): 31-45, 37, and M.
Brnarojesuh, O ,, 3emwuwmy paorwe Hemarune “, ibid.: 65-75, 73-74.

71 Introductory information on the Stoudite reform movement (with bibliography)
can be found in A. Louth, Greek East and Latin West: The Church AD 681-1071, Crestwood,
NY, 2007, 108-117, 227-240; T. Pott, Byzantine Liturgical Reform: A Study of Liturgical
Change in the Byzantine Tradition (trans. P. Meyendorff), Crestwood, NY, 2010, 115-151;
and D. Krausmiiller, O. Grinchenko, The Tenth-Century Stoudios-Typikon and its Impact on



242 Nebojsa Stankovic

If some future archaeological excavations confirm that the church was
indeed built in this period, its remains will certainly constitute one of rare ex-
amples of architecture of this period not only in east Serbia, but also in broad-
er space of the central Balkans. The remains would be even more important
if the excavations could establish that they were part of a monastic complex.
Potential material evidence would shed some light on historical and life condi-
tions of the inhabitants of an area of the Balkans that was not located near large
cities and along a major communication route. For these reasons, a systematic
archaeological excavation and subsequent research comes as the next step in the
study of this monument.

Heb6ojuwa Cmanxosuh
(Yausepsuret Ko, lcranbym)
JEAHA HEOBMYHA TPUKOHXAJIHA LIPKBA Y OKOJIMHU CBPJbUTA
(MAHACTHUPUILITE CBETE IIETKE PYCAJIHE): [IPBOBUTHA ®OPMA,
APXWUTEKTOHCKE AHAJIOT'MJE U MOI'YRE JIATOBABE

Jlokamuter Manactupuinte Csere [letke Pycanne Hanasu ce usmel)y cena Pubape u
‘Bypunarn, jyronctouno ox gaHame Bapomune Cepsbur. Ha mokanureTy cy BUITBHBH OCTallN
LIPKBe, KOjH MOKAa3yjy Ja je [pKBa OuiIa HeMaux rabapura, Te HHTePEeCaHTHE U HETHITHYHE
OCHOBe. Pamy ce 0 TPUKOHXAIHOM YHYTpPAIIkEM IPOCTOPY YIUCAHOM Y Macy 3U10Ba KOjH CY
CI0Jba MPABOJIMHMU]CKH, 32 CaJla JeANHCTBEHOM eIy Y IPKBEHO] ApXUTEKTYPHU Ha TOIPYYjy
Cp6uje. Y HCTOYHOM eIy Xpama Cy TpH IPOCTOPHje, CBaKa ca CONCTBEHOM allCHIOM, Koja
je ¥ croJba ¥ M3HYyTpa MoiayKpyxHa. IIpocTopuje HuCY MehycoOHO moBe3ane, Beh ce cBaka
oTBapa caMo IpeMa Haocy. Y3 TO, ABe OOYHE MPOCTOPH]jE Cy MOCTABIEEHE YKOCO Yy OAHOCY
Ha OCy LIEHTPAJIHOI, CBaKaKO OJITAPCKOT MPOCTOpa, BEPOBATHO Ce TUME Ipuiiarohasajyhn
KpHBHHaMa OOYHHX KOHXH, Ha KOj€ Ce Oclamajy. Y 3amaJIHoM Jeiy IPKBe, KOjH je BEpOBAaTHO
CITy’HO Ka0 NMPUIpaTa, KOHCTaTOBAaHU Cy OOUHM ITPOCTOPH HEjeTHAKE BEIMUNHE 1 HETIO3HATE
HaMeHe, Ca UCTOYHE CTPaHEe MOIYKPY)KHO 3aBPIICHH.

AHanm3a caqyBaHHX 00JIHMKa, PEKOHCTPYHCAHUX IIPOCTOPA U POIIOPIIH]ja, Kao 1 Moryha
HaMEHa [0jeIMHUX JIeJI0Ba 00jeKTa IoKa3aja je fa ce paay O IPKBU YHjH Cy MOP(OJIOIIKU U
reorpadcku HajOmMKU cpoaHuiy Hal)enu y nananimoj CeBepHoj Makenonuju u byrapckoj.
IIpe cBux, TO cy IBE IPKBE, TOTOBO UCTOBETHUX OCHOBA M 00€ cadyBaHE CaMO y OCTaINMa,
upkBa y ceny Kpynumre (kox Illtuma) u upksa y ceny Kynara (kox Ilerpuua). Ilpsa je
naroBana y nepuoa on VII no IX Beka, ok ce apyra craBsba y Bpeme of X no XII Beka.
O6e npkBe ce Hajuemhe MoBe3yjy ca KamagoKHjCKUM 1 jepMEHCKAM IPKBaMa OBOT THIIA H,
HapOYMTO, ca JBe pKBe y jyxkHOj ['pukoj, CB. Hukone y Aynuan (cpeauna XI Beka) u CB.
Jumurpuja y Bapacosu (X min X1 Bek). Behu 6poj npkaBa HCTOBETHOT MIIM CIIMYHOT IUIAHA
Moxe ce HahH y jepMEHCKOj apXHTEKTYpH HCTOT HIIM HEIITO KaCHHjET BpeMEHa, Te je Moryhe
Ja je MpeIMeTHa LpKBa M3rpaljeHa 3a morpebe HEMOo3HaTe jepMEHCKE ESHKJIaBe WM Kao
pe3yaTaT KTUTOPCTBa HEKOT jeéPMEHCKOT BEJIMKaIla, HaKo HeMa HCTOPH]CKHX ITofiaTaka Koju Ou
yrmyhuBamy Ha Be3e ca OBHM Teorpa)CKu yrajbeHuM nozapydjeM. Ilopen oBuX, y yrnopenHoj
aHaJIM3HM Cy y3eTe y 003Hp U LPKBE KOje, CTPOTO y3eB, He NPUIa/iajy THILy KOjU ce pa3Marpa,
aJy ca BUM Jelle KOHIIENT M OpraHu3alyjy YHYTpallber IpoCcTopa, HAPOUUTO MPUCYCTBO
TapaKiIrca HHTETPUCAHUX Yy Macy IPKBE, KAPAKTEPUCTUIHE 32 CPEAHOBI3AHTH]CKH IIEPHO.

Eleventh- and Twelfth-Century Byzantine Monasticism, Jahrbuch der &sterreichischen By-
zantinistik 63 (Wien 2013): 153-176.
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Ha ocHoBy cBera Tora, Ka0 M M3 cariefaBama HCTOPHjCKUX TMPHIMKA Y CBPJHHILIKOM
Kpajy, MPeUIOKEHO je naroBame pubapcke npkse y X win XI Bek, ca Mmoryhnomihy na je
objekar HACTa0 ympaBo Kao J€0 MPKBEHE W apXUTEKTOHCKe OOHOBE BH3aHTHjCKE BIACTH Ha
LeHTpanHOM balikaHy mociie MOHOBHOT YKJby4eHa OBHX reorpadckux mpocropa y cacras
Buzanrujckor napcrsa 1018. ronune.






